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Abstract: 
Ethics has been a significant concern in the management literature and recent efforts have 
investigated ethical orientations across culture. However, little, if any, work has looked at ethical 
orientations among entrepreneurs and managers in the transforming Russian economy. This 
study surveyed the ethical orientations of Russian owner-managers (n = 194) involved in 
entrepreneurial and privatisation activities. A cross-cultural comparison to US normative 
responses found no difference in Machiavellian orientation in general, though female Russian 
entrepreneurs perceived themselves as more likely to engage in opportunistic behaviour. 
Additionally, Russian entrepreneurs in general perceived themselves as more ethically rigid. 
These respondents also felt Russian organisations fostered more interpersonally collective but 
structurally opportunistic organisational climates. 
 
Article: 
INTRODUCTION 
That business activity is becoming more global is a truism in contemporary management 
discussions (Earley & Singh, 1995). Since the collapse of communism, Central and Eastern 
European countries, and Russia in particular, have been a dominant focus of international 
management research (e.g. Lawrence and Vlachoutsicos, 1990; Puffer, 1993; Welsh, Luthans, & 
Sommer, 1993). Furthermore, recent studies have identified the critical role that entrepreneurs 
are playing in transforming these former centrally planned economies (e.g., Frese, 1995; 
Kaufmann, Welsh, & Bushmarin, 1996; Luthans & Riolli, 1997; Snavely, Miassoedov, & 
McNeilly, 1998). In fact, many US-based programmes have looked beyond financial assistance 
and towards attempts at knowledge transfer of Western principles of entrepreneurial and 
management practices to accelerate Russia's economic development (Rubens, 1995; Walck, 
1995). 
 
Russia has looked towards entrepreneurs and the creation of small private businesses to lead 
privatisation and economic transformation efforts for three reasons. The single most urgent 
reason has been to alleviate severe shortages of consumer goods, which has been partially 
accomplished. Second, small business is thought to provide a method for tapping into unused 
labour reserves (including housewives, pensioners, and students) which amounted to 20% of the 
population in 1988 (Jones & Moskoff, 1991; Plokker, 1990). Finally the "second economy'', 
which Gosplan estimated at 14-16 billion rubles per year in 1988, has been tolerated because it 
was needed to supplement the inadequate production of goods and services by the state (Plokker, 
1990; Leontief, 1990). 
 
However, Russia has not experienced the same level of transformational success as other Central 
and Eastern European countries. One common theme that emerges from the critical evaluations 
and pessimistic outlooks involves questions about ethical behaviour within the Russian economy 
(Matthews & Powell, 1998; Neimanis, 1997) as well as cross-cultural differences in perceptions 
of ethical behaviour in US—Russian joint ventures (Puffer & McCarthy, 1995; Snavely et al., 
1998). Ethical orientation has been cited as the major obstacle challenging the success of 
international business activities (Buller, Kohls, & Anderson, 1991; Wines & Napier, 1992). Yet, 
while cross-cultural research has identified differences in how people value work (Fiske, 1992), 
present their self-image (Earley, 1997), and react to motivational interventions (Kiezun, 1991; 
Welsh, Sommer, & Birch, 1993), a state of controversy exists concerning our knowledge of 
ethical orientation across culture. 
 
Some argue that there is little, if any, legitimate empirical research on cultural ethical differences 
(Schmegelmilch & Robertson, 1995; Strong & Meyer, 1992). Others have stated the existing 
empirical body of literature is methodologically flawed (Allmon, Chen, Pritchett, & Forrest, 
1997) or present findings too inconsistent to support any confident conclusions (Fritzsche et al., 
1995). Our own review of the literature suggests that a primary focal point of these criticisms 
concerns sampling issues. Teagarden et al. (1995) discussed the difficulty of finding adequate 
and appropriate samples when conducting international research. Indeed most studies in the 
cross-cultural ethics research stream have involved native student samples in classes taught 
abroad by US professors, or surveys of foreign scholars and officials during training programmes 
conducted in the USA (Ford & Richardson, 1994). Following Teagarden et al.'s suggestions, we 
seek to overcome this hurdle by using personal contacts to identify and solicit specific 
participants who meet the study criteria (e.g. practising entrepreneurs). 
 
Another major criticism is that most cross-cultural ethics research is atheoretical. Most studies 
take an exploratory route, or use popular measures without explanation. Again, our own review 
concurs. Ethical orientations have been empirically examined across a wide range of settings—
Australia, Taiwan (Allmon et al., 1997; Fritzsche et al., 1995); Germany, England, Austria 
(Schlegelmilch & Robertson, 1995); South Africa, Australia (Abratt, Nel, & Higgs, 1992); India 
(Cyriac & Dharmaraj, 1994); Denmark, Sweden (Lysonski & Gaidis, 1991); Nigeria (Tsalikis & 
Nwachukwu, 1991); Japan, (Fritzsche et al., 1995; Taka & Foglia, 1994); Mexico (Volkema, 
1998); and New Zealand (Alam, 1993)—using a diversity of approaches and with no apparent 
underlying pattern to the comparisons. Even so, one area notably missing in this research stream 
is Eastern Europe. Indeed, the scarce information that does exist is anecdotal (e.g. Puffer & 
McCarthy, 1995). 
 
A recent discussion cites the critical role an individual's values play in entrepreneurial success in 
Eastern Europe (Frese, 1995). Yet despite several calls (Walck, 1994), there are few studies to 
date that rigorously examine Russian entrepreneurship (e.g. Kaufmann, Welsh, & Bushmarin, 
1996; McCarthy, Puffer, & Shekshnia, 1993). Such information could have a direct effect on the 
success of joint ventures, the currently dominant approach to new business development 
(Snavely et al., 1998; Volkema, 1998). This study seeks to address this gap in the literature. In 
doing so, we recognise that descriptions of cultural differences are impervious to simplistic 
models (Oslund & Bird, 1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998) and one need exercise caution 
regarding broad generalisations (Pepitone & Triandis, 1987). Rather, we follow recent advice 
from both the entrepreneurship (Lorenzi & Ornati, 1988) and ethics (Aquino, 1998) literatures to 
identify specific contexts and behaviours for examination. Thus we seek to make two theoretical 
contributions. First, we expand efforts to describe ethical orientations into a new arena—Eastern 
Europe. Second, we use existing theory to determine if specific ethical differences may explain 
problems in US–Russian joint entrepreneurial ventures. 
 
HYPOTHESES 
Ethics has generally been characterised as the systematic attempt to determine the rules and 
values that govern human conduct (DeGeorge, 1990). Some have argued that ethical values are 
culturally determined, that they cannot be separated from one's greater social or political context 
(Evans, 1991; Missner, 1980) and in fact we are "hard wired'' to perceive the world in certain 
ways that vary across culture (Hofstede, 1993). Others have suggested that a set of universal 
values exists, but people may place differences on their weight and priority (Rokeach, 1973); or 
they may differ in their level of moral development (Kohlberg, 1981). Finally, others have 
argued in favour of a universal code of right and wrong that transcends culture (Velasquez & 
Rostankowski, 1985). 
 
One model for identifying ethical orientation involves classifying variations in an individual's 
moral judgments on two dimensions—idealism and relativism (Schlenker & Forsyth, 1977). The 
former assesses one's beliefs that "right'' outcomes always and only result from "right'' 
behaviours. For example, someone high on idealism would believe one cannot engage in "bad'' 
behaviour for a "good'' cause. The latter examines one's reliance on universal moral rules versus 
a need to individually analyse each situation. For example, one who is high on relativism would 
believe that it is appropriate to be untruthful or to steal in certain justifiable situations. These two 
orthogonal dimensions form a 2 x 2 matrix representing four ethical orientations: situationists 
(high relative/high ideal), subjectivist (high/low), absolutist (low/ high), exceptionists (low/low). 
In contrast to the popular Kohlberg (1981) model (self-interest, compliance, principle), this 
approach does not assume one style is superior to the others and in fact subsumes the Kohlberg 
model (e.g. absolute is comparable to principled, subjectivist to self-centred). In addition, the 
four Schlenker and Forsyth categories represent a wider set of moral philosophies than Kohlberg 
(e.g. egoism, deontology, utilitarian). 
 
While there are no known studies that suggest which of the four categories the USA and Russia 
should be placed into, the extant literature allows for some initial speculation. The United States 
has been classified as a culture adhering to "natural law'' (Fritzsche et al., 1995) where a set of 
fundamental principles transcend domain. This may best be illustrated by the USA's frequent 
attempts to legislate morality in international business interactions (e.g. the Foreign Corrupt 
Payments Act of 1977). By comparison, there is ample evidence to suggest that Russia is more 
situational in its ethical orientation. For example, a frequent criticism of Russian managers has 
been the less rigid concept of "right and wrong'' regarding 
appropriate business practices (Puffer & McCarthy, 1995). For example, whereas US companies 
are adamant about an individual not using an organisation's resources in another venture, Russian 
managers view this as appropriate given their involvement in both activities. Whereas Russians 
make a distinction between a "bribe'' and "tokens of friendship and relationship building'' 
(Snavely et al., 1998), the USA is against any type of "tangible inducement''. Therefore, we 
expect: 
 
Hypothesis 1: Russian entrepreneurs will report a more relativistic ethical orientation than 
individuals from the United States. 
 
Hypothesis 2: Russian entrepreneurs will report a less idealistic ethical  orientation than 
individuals from the United States. 
 
Again, scores on each dimension are plotted to determine which of the four cells is appropriate to 
use for describing US and Russian ethical orientation. 
 
Recent recommendations call for moving away from generic cultural distinctions and towards 
investigations of specific cultural contexts (Oslund & Bird, 1998). Similarly, scholars have also 
cited a need and trend to examine specific ethical behaviours (Aquino, 1998). One particular 
behaviour is the extent to which entrepreneurs will "bend the rules'' or "use others'' to accomplish 
salient objectives. This "ends justify the means'' type of situational ethics has long been referred 
to as "Machiavellian behaviour'', and has been shown to be a significant influence on managerial 
behaviour (Cyriac & Dharmaraj, 1994). For example, high Mach individuals are more likely to 
engage in deceptive tactics to achieve personal objectives (Shapiro, Lewicki, & Devine, 1995). 
 
The USA historically applauds entrepreneurial success, yet prides itself on delineating the 
boundary between "creative'' and "exploitive'' tactics. In contrast, past discussions suggest that 
Russia is more Machiavellian and that its culture promotes an attitude of "get the job done 
somehow, no matter how''. While this was especially notable during the days of communism 
(Walck, 1995), recent evidence suggests that this attitude is still pervasive. Russian entrepreneurs 
may be less knowledgeable of free-market practices (Rubens, 1995) but they are highly 
competitive (Hisrich & Grachev, 1995), an antecedent to Machiavellianism. Breakdowns in the 
social order have led entrepreneurs to see tax evasion (Matthews & Powell, 1998) and paying 
crime gangs for a kryshe—a protective "roof''--(Nadler, 1996) as necessary behaviours to ensure 
viability. Indeed, "using'' and "dumping'' foreigners to gain necessary resources to promote one's 
own enterprise is seen as a legitimate and common practice. Given the perception that they must 
take "extreme measures'' we hypothesise: 
Hypothesis 3: Russian entrepreneurs will report more Machiavellian behaviour than 
individuals from the United States. 
 
Finally, behaviour is significantly influenced by prevailing social pressures (Ajzen & Fishbein, 
1980). In particular, a significant body of research illustrates the power that organisational 
climate has on an individual's ethical behaviour (Brief, Dukerich, Brown, & Brett, 1996; 
Trevino, 1986). The popular (Powell, 1998) and academic literatures (Puffer, 1993; Snavely et 
al., 1998) cite the still present hostile climate for entrepreneurs in Russia. Many citizens have 
been killed as a result of "get rich quick'' schemes and muggings (Duffy & Trimble, 1994). Small 
business entrepreneurs are portrayed as hustlers with no scruples in a mad dash to cash in on 
free- market reforms (Ignatius, 1993; Michaels, 1994). Downplaying one's success has become a 
common method to avoid hostile public reactions. In fact, Puffer (1993) notes how businesses 
have even been shut down if perceived as too profitable. Organisations create ethical 
expectations in reaction to their environments (Victor & Cullen, 1988). Given the environmental 
hostility against entrepreneurs, yet the need for entrepreneurial ventures to grow the economy, 
we expect Russian entrepreneurs to create and experience organisational climates that promote 
self-interested over principled behaviour. 
 
Hypothesis 4: Russian entrepreneurs will report climates that are more promoting of unethical 
behaviour than entrepreneurs from the United States. 
 
METHODS 
Russian Sample 
The Russian subjects for this study were 194 owners and managers involved in entrepreneurial 
and privatisation activities in Russia. Private sector businesses (62%) and transition of state-
owned enterprises (25%) were the most represented ventures. Given the tendency for Russians to 
"distrust'' US research activities, the data collection was managed through and conducted by the 
native Russian coauthor. Again, use of in-country contacts to identify specific participants 
follows Teagarden et al.'s (1995) recommendation for enhancing sample validity. Sixty percent 
of these respondents had been involved in their organisations for two to five years, 70% were the 
primary decision maker, and they had an average of 60 employees. Demographically the sample 
is consistent with other published studies of Russian entrepreneurs. The respondents averaged 31 
years of age, 45% were male, 60% were married, 57% had completed a college degree, and 25% 
were ethnically non-Russian. Subjects represented a cross-section of industries: construction, 
transport, entertainment, agriculture, manufacturing, retail, and professional services. 
 
Subjects were asked to complete a series of instruments as part of a comprehensive data 
collection effort. Recent research has suggested the use of multidimensional measures 
(Motowidlio & Van Scotter, 1994) for diversely conceptualised variables, and ethical values and 
orientation has been stated as a phenomenon that has multiple definitions, causation, and 
accepted operationalisations (DeGeorge, 1990; Frese, 1995). Three specific instruments were 
chosen for this study based on the hypotheses and prior literature. The highly recommended 
back-translation method was used to produce the Russian version of the instrument. First a 
Russian colleague translated the scales into Russian, then a second colleague translated the 
survey back to English. The retranslated English version was inspected to verify integrity of the 
instrument. 
 
Ethical Position Questionnaire. The EPQ was specifically designed to measure ethical orientation 
(Forsyth, 1980). This instrument measures individual ethical perspectives along the two 
dimensions discussed earlier (relativism and idealism) and the scores are then used to classify the 
respondent as one of the four ethical types. The instrument presents 20 statements (10 for each 
dimension) to which respondents rate their agreement on a nine-point Likert-type scale. Higher 
scores represent higher levels of the characteristic. The instrument is easily translated and under-
stood in other languages. (We found this was not the case in a simultaneous attempt to 
administer the Defining Issues Test.) Scale reliabilities for this study (relativism, 0.83, and 
idealism, 0.76) were similar to those found by Forsyth (1980) in developing the instrument (0.73 
and 0.80). 
 
Mach V Attitude Inventory. The Mach V is a popular instrument used to assess an individual's 
tendency to engage in self-serving behaviour. This instrument presents 20 sets of items and 
requires a forced choice among three responses within each item. Subjects are asked to rank 
order the three responses by identifying the item they most and least agree with. The instrument 
measures individual attitudes towards power and the use/abuse of power in the Machiavellian 
tradition that no absolutes exist in professional life, that professional and personal morality are 
independent, and that "the ends justify the means''. The instrument is widely used and validated 
(Christie & Geis, 1970) and has shown cross-cultural validity. Scores range from a low of 40 
(low Machiavellianism) to a high of 160 (high Mach). For this study the scale reliability was 
slightly less (0.59) than typically found in other studies (low 0.60s), although Nunnally (1967, p. 
226) has stated that the alpha here can be acceptable for theory development or tests for gen-
eralising to new populations. We feel this study represents such an effort. 
 
Ethical Climate Questionnaire. The ECQ evaluates the extent to which an organisational climate 
promotes ethical or unethical behaviour. For example, one ECQ dimension examines the extent 
to which the organisation is seen as encouraging members to follow legal and professional codes. 
Organisational cultures reflect how best to adapt to the market environment (Schein, 1985). 
Thus, perceptions that unethical behaviour is necessary to succeed in a hostile environment will 
be reflected in the organisation's formal and informal practices. The original version of the ECQ, 
developed by Victor and Cullen (1987, 1988), presents 26 items measuring six dimensions of 
ethical climate. Respondents rank their agreement with these items on a seven-point Likert-type 
scale. Subsequent work (Cullen, Victor, & Bronson, 1993) expanded the instrument to 36 items 
measuring nine ethical categories. However, wide use of the ECQ in the late 1990s has only 
supported six (Vaicys, Barnett, & Brown, 1996) or seven (Cullen et al., 1993) of the categories. 
 
Our factor analysis of the 36 items was more consistent with the Cullen et al. (1993) seven-factor 
structure. However, the reliability for the personal morality dimension was so poor that it was 
discarded for further analysis. The remaining dimensions showed adequate reliabilities (as 
ranged from 0.66 to 0.86) and were comparable to other validation studies (0.65 to 0.82). 
 
Comparison Samples 
An unsuccessful attempt was made to collect data to develop a US entrepreneur comparison 
group. Consequently, the normative statistics derived during the original development activities 
of each instrument were used instead. All used US samples. While this may limit our 
conclusions, the practice is not uncommon. 
 
Ethical Position Questionnaire. The comparison group for this measure were the 241 subjects 
used to validate the final 20-item version of the instrument (Forsyth, 1980). Forsyth reported 
using a student sample with a mean age of 21 (range 17-42, s.d. = 3.9); however he provided no 
description of their work experience. 
 
Mach V Attitude Inventory. The comparison group for this study was drawn from the sample 
used in the original Mach V scale development procedures. This comparison group consisted of 
the 764 white male and 832 white female respondents (Christie & Geis, 1970, p. 32). The 148 
nonwhite subjects were excluded as not comparable to the Caucasian Russian sample. No 
descriptive information is given about this pool except that they are college students drawn from 
14 different universities. However, the authors did later compare the factor structure of this 
group to a national sample of 1,482 adults, and the adult sample closely matched the US Census 
demographics at the time (p. 380). While they did not report the mean scores for the adult 
sample, the factor structures were "highly convergent" (p. 387). Furthermore, they cite the 
student sample as more discriminating among the items and less subject to social desirability and 
response biases. These comments suggest that the student-based data were considered more 
valid. 
 
Ethical Climate Questionnaire. The original validation sample included 146 respondents from 
four occupational groups—academic, military, trucking, and MBA students (Victor & Cullen, 
1987). Later studies broadened the pool and have included accountants and marketing 
professionals. For our purposes, the 75 MBA students used in the original validation study were 
deemed most appropriate (Cullen, personal communication). Unfortunately, demographics for 
this sample were not reported; however, later studies by Cullen suggest these particular 
respondents were at least 30 years old with several years of work experience. 
 
RESULTS 
Ethical Orientation of Russian Entrepreneurs 
Demographic statistics and scale intercorrelations for the Russian entrepreneur respondents are 
presented in Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the ethics measures are provided in Table 1A, and 
the relationships of the ethics measures to respondent demographics are presented in Table 1B. 
As expected, subscales within instruments were interrelated. Additionally, intercorrelations 
between the instruments suggest some convergent validity. For example, high Mach V scores 
were related to low ECQ rule conformity scores. The Forsyth idealism scale was inversely 
related to Mach V and the ECQ self-interest scales. 
 
Ethical Position Questionnaire. Consistent with Forsyth (1980), the EPQ dimensions were 
significantly and negatively related to age. For this sample, the correlation for both dimensions 
was greater than for US respondents. One might infer that one "learns the ropes" more quickly in 
Russia. The correlation between gender and relativism might reflect an orientation whereby 
female entrepreneurs are more likely to evaluate morality in relation to the specific situation and 
its consequences. 
 
Mach V Attitude Inventory. Initial inspection of the Russian responses indicated that these 
entrepreneurs have a modest level of Machiavellian tendencies. Christie and Geis (1970) state 
that a score of 100 is the centre- point on their scale and represents a neutral perspective on the 
philosophy that the use/abuse of power can be justified by the objective for which it is applied. 
The averages approximating this mid-point reflect a self-perception 
 
 
 
TABLE 1  
Descriptive Statistics' 
 
 
a = decimals omitted, standard deviations in parentheses, reliability coefficients in brackets  
b = measured in years 
* =P<.05 
** =P<.01 
 
among these Russian respondents that they are not highly prone to abuse power to obtain 
personal or organisational objectives. 
 
Ethical Climate Questionnaire. These results illustrate the perception that these Russian 
entrepreneurs have concerning the climate in which they work. There was a strong perception 
that their organisations place a high emphasis on individual commitment to and efficiency in 
productivity matters (M = 4.02/6.00), possibly to the exclusion of moral considerations. This 
"pressure to perform'' was further illustrated by the data suggesting moderate compliance with 
organisational rules (M= 3.42) and professional codes of conduct (M = 3.39). The results for the 
remaining dimensions indicated a perception that these Russian organisations foster modest 
importance for team-oriented support, social responsibility, and self-interested behaviour. 
Comparison to US Norms 
Table 2 provides the results of the t-tests investigating potential cross- cultural differences in 
ethical orientation. Since we had hypothesised specific directions of difference for each of the 
measures, one-tailed t-tests were used to analyse differences in means. 
 
Ethical Position Questionnaire. The difference in relativism scores was significant (t= 10.41; 
P<0.01), with Russians reporting lower scores than the US comparison sample. These results 
reflect a perspective in which the Russian respondents considered ethical values to be more 
universal in their relevance, and rigid in their application. Hypothesis 1 was supported. Contrary 
to Hypothesis 2, the Russian respondents scored significantly higher on the idealism dimension 
(t= 1.71; P<0.05). This counterintuitive finding suggests that these Russian entrepreneurs 
expressed a higher level of adherence to behavioural standards that protect the well-being and 
dignity of their fellow citizens. Whereas, Forsyth would assign the US responses to the 
"situationist'' cell (separate moral analysis of behaviour in relation to each situation) the Russian 
responses would reflect Forsyth's notion of an "abolutist'' orientation (good outcomes can only be 
obtained by dedication to "right'' behaviour). 
 
Mach V Attitude Inventory. The comparison resulted in mixed results for Hypothesis 3. As the 
original development of the Mach instruments distinguished respondents by gender, our analysis 
followed suit. There was no difference between Russian and US levels of Machiavellian 
orientation for the whole sample, or when contrasted for the male samples. However, Russian 
women entrepreneurs reported a greater orientation towards Machiavellian behaviour than the 
US normative response. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TABLE 2  
Analysis of Differences in Sample Means for Russian Entrepreneurs Versus US Norms
a
 
 
Ethical Climate Questionnaire. While the Russian scores did not on their own paint a bleak 
ethical picture within organisational climates, they do suggest it is more opportunistic when 
compared to US organisational climates. Significant differences were found for five of the six 
ECQ dimensions. The sixth dimension, social responsibility, is composed of the newer items and 
norms were not available for the USA. We report it here for future comparison efforts. 
 
In terms of differences, Russian entrepreneurs perceived lower levels of professionalism in their 
organisations. That is, legal, professional, or customer-based expectations or regulations were 
not as important a consideration in guiding behaviour. In addition, there was a correspondingly 
higher perception among these subjects that organisations induced members to engage in self-
interested behaviour. Consistent with anecdotal evidence of "get the job done", Russian 
entrepreneurs reported a greater emphasis on organisational profit and efficiency than US 
managers. By contrast, they also reported a greater sense of concern for fellow organisational 
members. However, a close inspection of the scale suggests that the items look more at utilitarian 
or collectivism issues than at notions of individual fulfilment or procedural justice. Finally, 
Russians reported a climate promoting greater compliance with formal organisational rules. 
Given that most respondents were responsible for creating these rules, we might infer that they 
felt these rules promoted self-interested efficiency and team spirit in the face of environmental 
pressures. In summary, we would conclude that Hypothesis 4 was supported. 
 
DISCUSSION 
This study sought to investigate potential differences in ethical orientations between Russian and 
US entrepreneurs. The data collected did not allow for a direct comparison but they did allow for 
a comparison to general US responses reflected in the norms used for validating each instrument. 
The results showed significant differences on two of the three theoretically derived dimensions. 
Russian entrepreneurs responded as significantly more idealistic and less relativistic in terms of 
their personal ethical orientation. They also reported organisational climates that were less 
encouraging of ethical behaviour. The third dimension, Machiavellian behaviour, only differed 
for the female respondents. Therefore, this study provides two contributions to the literature. 
One, it extends the extant ethics literature in providing the first known empirically based 
description of a sample of Eastern European entrepreneurs, especially after the collapse of 
communism. Second, it extends the entrepreneurship literature by demonstrating an important 
determinant of potential success and failure in international joint ventures—ethical orientations 
and climate across culture. 
 
The finding that Russian entrepreneurs are more absolutist (high idealism, low relativism) in 
their moral perspective is counterintuitive. Much of the prevailing research in Russia has 
demonstrated the significant reliance on social exchange or other forms of horse-trading in order 
to fulfil individual and organisational objectives—the concept of blat. In addition, the flexibility 
with which Russian citizens rationalise the existence of seemingly inconsistent behaviour adds to 
an expectation that these subjects would be low in terms of idealism and high in terms of a 
relativist perspective. Here we will show that these unexpected findings can be explained by a 
deeper understanding of Russian culture, in particular the importance of personal relationships. 
 
At face value, these results contradict anecdotal evidence. The academic (Neimanis, 1997; Puffer 
& McCarthy, 1995) and popular press (Klein, 1994; Economist, 1994a, 1994b) have frequently 
cited the difficulties faced by Russia during its attempt at economic transformation. Since 1989, 
there have been stories of extortion, murder, and theft. This sense of opportunism seems 
consistent with prior Russian practices during the days of communism. Many cited the double 
standard whereby communist ideology promoted a "just'' society but encouraged its achievement 
by any means necessary—a Machiavellian approach. And yet the results of this study add to 
others (Nadler, 1996; Rubens, 1995) suggesting that these competing pressures still exist today 
in the free-market environment. Significant research has identified the stress created when one is 
balancing competing values between what one feels is right and what one's organisation expects 
(Schneider, 1987). While the changing economy may provide many with the opportunity to exit 
such stressful settings to create their own moral environment, many may find the new setting still 
hostile and thus still requiring opportunistic behaviour (e.g. kryshe). Indeed, recent reports 
(Powell, 1998) support this inference as the Russian population increasingly feels the "free- 
market experiment'' has failed. 
 
However, our results suggest that a more carefull assessment is warranted. Most historical 
discussions of Russian moral values (including the pre- communist era) focus on the strong sense 
of loyalty, honesty, trust, fairness, and obedience (Kiezun, 1991). These are not dissimilar to 
central US moral values of integrity, compassion, and fairness. Interestingly enough, Rokeach 
(1973) would classify these ethical principles as "terminal values''—outcomes sought to be 
obtained through one's actions. Puffer and McCarthy (1995) and Kiezun (1991) both discuss 
many cultural values that the US and Russia share. In fact, Forsyth's idealism items reflect these 
shared values of fairness, safety, and dignity. 
 
Even so, there are many methods by which one may fulfil their ends. Rokeach (1973) spoke of 
instrumental values (ways one acts) and Bem (1970) spoke of vertical and horizontal syllogisms 
reflecting "one's belief structure'' on how things should work. DeGeorge (1990) defined ethics as 
involving both the values worth pursuing and the rules governing conduct. The results here show 
that while there may be areas of convergence on the former, there are significant differences 
regarding the latter. The Machiavellian measure focuses on one such belief—opportunism—
which surprisingly did not reveal strong cross-cultural differences. However, differences were 
shown in the ECQ questionnaire for those dimensions that reflect instrumental beliefs regarding 
appropriate style of behaviour (showing concern for others, efficiency, instrumentality, 
professionalism) in the conduct of business. These results are consistent with others' arguments 
and observations that opportunism and favouritism represent a US—Russian ethical divide. 
 
The difference in Russian versus US focus on self-interested behaviour and company efficiency 
(defined as performance over methods) also deserves careful consideration. Again, our data 
suggest that these differences are situationally created orientations resulting from the 
environment existing for entrepreneurs in Russia (Lorenzi & Ornati, 1988). However, we think 
the most important implication relates to the importance to Russians of managing personal 
relationships. Russia has been classified as a collectivist culture (Lawrence & Vlachoutsicos, 
1990). Collectivist cultures stress the importance of building relationships, and the preference to 
do business with those in this close, personal friendship network (Volkema, 1998). Conse-
quently, the people—relationship impact is a primary emphasis in decision making. It has been 
frequently noted that building relationships is a critical antecedent to successful joint ventures in 
Russia (Snavely et al., 1998). Our results suggest that this interpersonal commitment may be a 
foundation of Russian ethical principles. Indeed, a careful inspection of our results shows the 
cultural differences to follow a specific and peculiar pattern. These Russian entrepreneurs were 
not hesitant to engage in behaviour that exploited opportunities to "beat the system''. However, 
they were very committed to maintaining a high ethical orientation to their colleagues. That is, 
these Russian respondents make a person—organisation distinction on moral absolutes that their 
counterparts in the USA do not. 
 
Even so, one must exercise great caution in attempting to make broad generalisations from a 
limited set of measures (Oslund & Bird, 1998) or data. Furthermore, attempts to link across 
constructs might also suffer problems of oversimplification. For example, while collectivism is a 
central Russian cultural value, recent work on this dimension has indicated that it is more 
complex than previously recognised (Schwartz, 1990; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Individualism 
is typically defined as a single-minded focus on self-interest whereas collectivism is viewed as a 
subordination of self to promote the group's welfare. Recent work has also identified the 
importance that in-group versus out-group distinctions play in terms of how this dimension 
affects actual behaviour (Earley, 1993). In particular, collectivist orientations are associated with 
a high promotion of in-group interests, but strong boundaries drawn regarding out-groups. In 
fact, collectivists tend to engage in more antagonistic behaviours towards out- groups than do 
individualists. While this prior empirical work has primarily focused on Asian versus US 
cultures (e.g. Earley, 1989), anecdotal evidence exists to suggest that the principle may also 
apply in Russian culture (Manoukovsky, 1993). 
 
This further distinction helps to theoretically ground our unexpected findings in the existing 
literature. For example, prior research has stated that "cell loyalty'' is a central value among 
Russian workers (Lawrence & Vlachoutsicos, 1990). Indeed, Welsh, Luthans and Sommer 
(1993) demonstrated the opportunities Russian workers would sacrifice to avoid the potential 
perception of "finking'' on coworkers or team leaders. Interestingly, their "dissent'' was 
conducted within the rules created for the participation programme! Thus, the opinions expressed 
by the participants in this study might be used to infer that strong ethical behaviour may be 
displayed within the "local community'' (one's business venture and network) but behaviour that 
Americans might consider unethical would not be considered so if manifested towards an out-
group member. Obviously, this is a question that should be addressed by future research. 
 
This study provides some of the first known empirical evidence regarding the ethical orientations 
of Russian entrepreneurs. However, as with any study, certain limitations need to be recognised 
and precautions suggested. First, while we theoretically derived the measures used in this study, 
they are only a small subset of all the potential aspects of ethical orientation that could be 
employed. While the three measures used here are informative, they are by no means 
comprehensive in explaining the complexity of ethical orientation. Additionally, we only 
measured attitudes and not actual behaviours of these entrepreneurs (a limitation further 
exacerbated by the Defining Issues Test failure). Second, the design of this study was cross-
sectional. More sophisticated designs should seek to link ethical orientation to behaviour and 
venture performance using causal research designs. Third, we were fortunate in being able to 
survey Russians engaged in privatisation and entrepreneurial activities across several industries 
in several different geographical locations. However, the sample presented here is still a small 
proportion of the Russian population, and comes from a specific region of the country. Indeed 
they represent those who might be more proactive, as evidenced by their agreement to complete 
our survey. Finally, while we did endeavour to provide an appropriate US comparison, the 
conclusions are not as strong as if we had been able to generate a sample of actual US 
entrepreneurs (typically, the difficulty is the reverse). However, a recent study comparing US 
entrepreneurs to managers and to the general population found that entrepreneurs displayed a 
more principled level of moral reasoning (Teal & Carroll, 1999). From this we might infer that 
the differences in ethical orientation found here are understated and would have been more 
distinct with a sample of actual US entrepreneurs. 
 
In conclusion, this study adds to existing discussions cautioning against oversimplification in 
building theoretical foundations for, as well as discussions cautioning against, overgeneralisation 
of the results obtained from conducting research in both the entrepreneurship and cross-cultural 
arenas. Our study shows that examinations of value differences need to carefully consider the 
type of values under study. For example, US and Russian entrepreneurs may share similar 
aspirations and terminal values, yet possess divergent beliefs about instrumental values. Not 
accounting for this instrumental/terminal distinction may be one reason why past cross-cultural 
ethical comparisons have provided mixed results. Furthermore, our findings add to a growing 
body of work in entrepreneurship that shows the need to consider the interaction of dispositional 
and situational factors. For example, past research has identified specific dispositional factors 
thought to distinguish entrepreneurs from managers (e.g. high need for achievement). However, 
cultural influences (e.g. collectivism) may be a situational factor that influences how 
achievement is defined. Our results support the emerging notion of "hyper-norms'' (Donaldson & 
Dunfee, 1994). This concept suggests that a set of fundamental principles may exist that are 
universal across culture in the abstract. However, the appropriate behavioural expectations to 
fulfil them are negotiated and defined within specific contexts and thus may differ across culture. 
This study suggests ethics as an additional antecedent to consider in developing theories of 
entrepreneurship. While developing a universal code of ethics (Schmegelmilch & Robertson, 
1995) may not be possible, future research may produce middle-range theories that identify 
specific sets of mutual expectations to explain and direct ethical, cross- cultural, entrepreneurial 
activities. 
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